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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested in view of the 
amendments above and the following remarks. By virtue of the amendments above, Claims 
11,3-7, 10-12, 14, 16, 17, 19-21, 23, 25-27, 29, 30, and 32-38 have been amended and Claim 
39 has been added. As such, Claims 1-39 arc currently pending in the present application of 
which Claims 1,17, 32, and 39 arc independent 

No new matter has been introduced by way of the claim amendments of addition; 
entry thereof is therefore respectfully requested. 



Allowable SuhjectMatter 

The indication that Claims 3-1G, 19-31, and 33-38 arc objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim but that these claims would otherwise be allowable is noted with 
appreciation. By virtue of the amendments above, independent Claim 1 has been amended to 
include most of the features of allowable Claim 3, independent Claim 1 7 has been amended 
to include most of the features of allowable Claim 1 9, and independent Claim 32 has been 
amended to include most of the features of allowable Claim 33. 

For at least these reasons, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending claims are 
allowable over the cited documents of record An early indication of allowability is thus 
respectfully requested 



Drawings 

It is noted that the Official Action dated September 8, 2005 included an indication 
that the drawings filed on February 19, 2002 have been accepted. 
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Claim Rejection Under 35 US.C $/Q/ 

The Official Action sets forth a rejection of Claims 1 -38 as allegedly being directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. More particularly, the Official Action asserts that 'independent 
claims 1,17, and 32 do not claim a practical application with a tangible result, that language 
claiming: [in claim 1) defining (emphasis added) the IDC; prc-charactcrfeing the cells; 
determining an arrangement; and determining a profile/* (emphasis in original). Claims 1 7 
and 32 have also been rejected as being directed to a system comprising modules for 
completing the steps recited in Claim 1, 

Although Applicants respectfully disagree with this rejection, Applicants have 
amended independent Claims 1,17, and 32 according to the guidelines set forth in MP£P 
2106(TV)B(2)(b)(ii). More particularly, Claims 1,17, and 32 have been amended according 
to the "Manipulation of Data Representing Physical Objects or Activities (Prc-Computer 
Process Activity)" sub-section of the section entitled "Safe Harbors" As stated in the first 
example under that subsection, data that is an intangible representation of physical activity is 
within the safe harbor* In the instant case, Claims 1,17, and 38 claim data, such as the cells, 
that arc intangible representations of the physical components of the IDC Therefore, Claims 
1-38 -fall within the safe harbor. 

The Official Action further rejects Claim 17 as failing to "meet the criteria for a 
statutory process due to the examiner's interpretation of *a definition module stored in a 
computerized system/" Initially, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 17 is directed to a 
"computerized system" and not a ''process" As such, the interim guidelines set forth for 
process claims should not be applied to Claim 1 7, 
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In addition, the £xamincr*s interpretation that the claimed definition module includes 
"signals" is improper. Instead, the term "module" may be defined as "a self-contained 
assembly of electronic components and circuitry, such as a stage in a computer, that is 
installed as a unit," or "a portion of a program that carries out a specific function and may be 
used alone or combined with other modules of the same program," AMERICAN 
HERITAGE DICTIONARY, fourth edition, 2000. The definition module should be defined 
according to the standard dictionary definition of a "module" because Applicants did not 
recite that the definition module comprises the computer readable medium discussed on page 
12 of the Specification. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw 
the rejection of Claims 1-38 as being directed to non-statutoty subject matter. 



Clam Rejection Under 35JJ.S.CJ?] 03 

The test for determining if a claim is rendered obvious by one or more references for 

purposes of a rejection under 35 US.C § 103 is set forth in MPEP § 706.02Q): 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, 
either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference 
or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference 
(or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations- The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both 
be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure. In 
re Vaeck 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991), 



PAGE 18/20 * RCVD AT 8/30/2006 5:04:22 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRM/1 1 * ONIS:2738300 * CSID:703 865 5150 ' DURATION (mm-ss):06-28 



' RUG 7 30-E006( WED) J6: 52 MRNNRVfl & KRNG, P. C. (FflX)T03 865 5150 P. 01 9/020 

PATENT Atty Docket No.: 10011548-1 

App, Sen No.: 10/076,635 

Therefore, if the above-identified criteria ore not met, then the cited reference(s) fails 
to render obvious the claimed invention and, thus, the claimed invention is distinguishable 
over the cited rcfcrcncc(s). 

Claims 1, 2, 1 7, 1 8, and 32 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as allegedly 
being obvious over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/01 15024 to Sncvcly. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed for at least the following reasons. 

As discussed above, independent Claims 1,17, and 32 have been amended to include 
subject matter from Claims 3, 19, and 33, respectively, which have been deemed to be 
allowable. As such, it is respectfully submitted that Sncvcly fails to teach or suggest a 
method of using a computer processor to design a physical layout for an TDC comprising the 
steps recited in Claim 1- It is also respectfully submitted that Sncvcly fails to disclose a 
computerized system to design a physical layout for an IDC comprising all of the features of 
Claims 17 and 32* 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Sncvcly fails to 
teach or suggest all of the features of independent Claims 1 , 17, and 32, and therefore, a 
prima facie case of obviousness has not been established under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03. 
Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rqection of Claims 1, 2, 
17, 18, and 32 and to allow these claims* 

Newly Added Claim 

New Claim 39 has been added to further define the scope of the invention. Support 
for the subject matter contained in Claim 39 may at least be found on page 12 of the 
Specification. In addition, Claim 39 is allowable over the cited documents of record for 
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reasons similar to those discussed above with respect to Claim 1 . Claim 39 is further 
allowable over the cited documents of record because none of the cited documents of record 
appear to disclose the use of a computer processor to design a physical layout of an IDC 
cooling based on one or more constraints and a determined profile for each cell, such that the 
IDC cooling is arranged to model conditions within the IDC to stay within the assigned one 
or more constraints and the determined pro file of each cell . 



In light of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejections of record and allowance of this 
application arc earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identified 
application, please contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. Please 
grant any required extensions of time and charge any fees due in connection with this request 
to deposit account no. 08-2025. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 




By 




Timothy B.Kang 
Registration No.: 46,423 



MANNAVA & KANG, P.C 
8221 Old Courthouse Road 
Suite 104 



Vienna, VA 221 82 
(703) 652-3817 
(703)865-5150 (facsimile) 



PAGE 20/20 * RCVD AT 8/30/2006 5:04:22 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/11 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:703 865 5150 * DURATION (miMs}:06-28 



